Abstract The author identifies key responsibilities in declaring, justifying, and advocating for autoethnography as an orientation to research, including the need to recognize various perspectives for doing autoethnography and establishing criteria for evaluating autoethnography.
There are interpretive/humanistic autoethnographies that use personal experience to offer ''thick descriptions'' (Geertz, 1973) of cultural experience in an attempt to promote an understanding of these experiences (Boylorn, 2013; Richardson, 2016; Speedy, 2015) .
There are critical autoethnographies-often informed by feminist, critical race, queer, postcolonial, indigenous, and crip sensibilities-that focus intentionally, and fiercely, on identifying and remedying social harms and injustices (Berry, 2016; Boylorn & Orbe, 2014; Briscoe & Khalifa, 2015; Zibricky, 2014) .
There are creative, performative, and evocative autoethnographies that offer accessible, concrete, emotional, and embodied accounts of personal and cultural experience (Bochner & Ellis, 2016; Pelias, 2016; Speedy, 2015; Spry, 2016) .
I mention these perspectives for three reasons. First, contrary to the narrow understanding of autoethnography offered by some writers (Atkinson, 2015; Tolich, 2010) , not everyone understands or practices autoethnography in the same way. As such, I believe we have a responsibility to recognize and respect various perspectives for doing autoethnography. For example, if I do not note that I am doing critical autoethnography, the social scientific autoethnographer might argue that I am too partial and careless with my research, or, as a critical and evocative autoethnographer, I might dismiss an interpretive/humanistic autoethnography as not critical or evocative enough-that is, unless the author says that they do not intend to be critical or evocative. I frequently encounter these evaluations-of others judging an autoethnography as not critical enough, or as too social scientific, or as too descriptive and not evocative, or as too evocative and lacking cultural insight. But these comments, especially when made by fellow autoethnographers, are simple, ignorant, and arrogant.
I recognize that even mentioning these perspectives may make some autoethnographers uncomfortable, and trying to compare different perspectives-e.g., social scientific autoethnography vs. evocative autoethnography-would be, as Denzin (2006) notes, comparing apples and oranges. However, to our irritation-or excitementthese perspectives have become well-recognized apples and oranges-with interpretive/humanistic autoethnographies and critical autoethnographies possibly being grapes and kiwis. But they're all fruit, and they can motivate different questions about, and insights into, personal and cultural experiences. Evaluative criteria are also contingent upon our perspectives of autoethnography.
For example, like Gergen (2014) , I may agree that ''good autoethnographic reporting'' approximates ''works of literature,'' ''provides insights into the lives of a particular group,'' and links personal experience to ''broader theoretical issues'' (p. 56). However, these criteria may not be appropriate for all autoethnographic work, such as social scientific autoethnographies that do not approximate works of literature; evocative, performative, and creative autoethnographies that do not explicitly engage broad theoretical issues; or critical autoethnographies that not only provide insights into the lives of a particular group but also offer ways to improve the lives of group members.
We need to have the evaluation discussion more often, in more venues, and by more autoethnographers. We need to more frequently discuss what we can, or should, do or ask-and not do or ask-about the autoethnographies we read, hear, and share. We need to help newcomers to autoethnography understand its various practices, and we need to help editors and reviewers understand what counts as effective and excellent autoethnography. Adhering to these responsibilities, I believe that I/we can maintain and expand the infrastructure for autoethnographic research-research that, as many autoethnographers already know, allows us to do compassionate and consequential research as well as try to live reflective, meaningful, and socially just lives.
